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MINUTES - FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF APRIL 7, 1982 
The April meeting of the Faculty Senate was called to order by Chairman Robert B. 








I. Approval of Minutes. 
The minutes of the March 3, 1982 Faculty Senate Meeting were approved as distributed. 
II. Reports of Officers. 
PRESIDENT HOLDERMAN addressed the Senate as follows: 
I want to report to you on what we did in last Thursday's 
Board of Trustees' meeting so you have the total picture that 
may very well be revised, by the way, as a result of today's 
emergency action by the Budget and Control Board which I don't 
fully comprehend yet. They met this morning but did not take 
any final actions. They are anticipating a twenty million 
dollar shortage by the end of this year, that is July l, and 
a 30 million dollar shortfall in projected revenues for the 
next fiscal year, and have advised the House, which is now 
considering the budget, that it will have to recast its budget 
in the light of revised revenue estimates. No one is quite sure 
what this really means at this juncture. We are not sure what 
it means for this fiscal year. We believe that at this stage 
the impact will be negligible on our operations for the remainder 
of the fiscal year. But we will keep close tabs on it. 
As for what it means for the next fiscal year, we are also 
optimistic that it will not mean anthing directly with respect to 
the University budget, and we will keep very close tabs on that 
as well. But as of last Thursday the University was planning with 
a substantial shortfall in mind, recognizing 11 million dollars 
in needs for the System but only 2.9 million made available by 
new State revenues. So we moved to reduce as much as we could 
the absolute needs of the campus. I know that sounds like a 
contradiction in terms but we get down to the point where absolute 
needs are relevant. We are at that particular juncture in looking 
at the fiscal 82-83 and in the fiscal 83-84 budget. The good news 
on the horizon is that South Carolina is going to experience a slight 
economic turn around and hopefully by the third quarter of this 
calendar year that will be substantially improved. We recognized 
that our first task was to find 5 million dollars approximately 
just for this campus to keep a flat budget, recognizing that in 
these days a flat budget is indeed a declining budget. The second 
premise that we commonly bought as an administration and was supported 
by the Board of Trustees, at least in principle at this juncture, 
is not to pursue a tuition increase, a general fee increase, for 
undergraduate and graduate population in academic year 82-83. He 
are already the second highest in the southeast. We expect 7,000 
students to be impacted by the federal cut-backs and we want to 
reduce as much as possible the detrimental effects that it will 
have on our student population. Therefore, in the plan as it 
currently operates, there is no call for a general tuition fee 
increase for the fall of 1982. So we had to turn to other sources 
of revenue. We have tapped with reluctant acceptance by all those 
charged with administering these funds, the funds available to us 
in physical plant expansion, renovation reserve balances, parking 
funds, housing renovations and health service balances. These 
possiblities are strictly one time in nature. We are talking about 
5 million dollars with the various funds which we will have to use 
just to keep the place at some kind of level of operation in 82-83. 
We also raised the application fee for Graduate School hopefully at 
least to narrow down the number of applicants who are not as serious 







You may have read about it in the paper. If you haven't 
you haven't been reading the paper! We have raised the summer 
school fees to cost. An interesting phenomena in this State is 
that the formula of the Commission on Higher Education has never 
generated any revenues for the operation of summer school. That 
all had to come out of the fall and spring semester generation. 
One of your colleagues at another campus went to the Commission 
on another campus in our System and talked to the Commission 
staff about this problem and came away with what this particular 
faculty member thought to be a perfect solution. That faculty 
member said to me: "the Commission staff is now willing to 
rework the formula to accommodate summer school but all they did 
was without changing the bottom line they reduced fall and spring 
and added another category called summer school out of funds 
already available to the University". I thanked that faculty 
member for her efforts and encouraged her not to go see the 
Commission staff again because we couldn't afford it. We there-
fore have raised the summer school fee to actual operating costs, 
approximately $60 per credit hour, and as you may see in the papers, 
both Dr. Borkowski and I have been recommended for posthumous 
honorary degrees by the South Carolina Education Association for 
our activity (the sooner the better they say.) 
We also asked for, at the request of the Law School, a 
differential tuition for the Law School, and that also was 
approved. It will raise semester costs for in-state students 
from $595 to $695. We also will continue to reallocate 
programmatic funds. The Provost and other senior officers 
will work with various departments and divisionsto accommodate 
that and we will move ahead very rapidly with our private fund 
drive which will probably be announced in the early fall. It 
is in good planning shape and we are very, very pleased with 
some of the things that have happened to us in the framework 
of that drive. But I must tell you in all honesty if we do not 
receive a much more substantial portion of formula funding for 
83-84 there will be no alternative but to substantially increase 
tuition at the University of South Carolina or face devastating 
cutbacks to the University. We would be at that point, as we said 
in the statement issued to the Board last week, at the end of the 
University's fiscal rope. We came down clearly to the position 
of either raising the tuition in the fall or eliminating summer 
school altogether or raising the summer session fee to cost. And 
we gave serious consideration to actually eliminating summer 
school which would have caused a great many problems with a lot of 
faculty who are expecting to teach in the summer session. It would 
have also really precluded thousands of students from continuing 
their work in the summer when they are planning to do so. We 
toyed with the idea of a one session versus two, of one session in 
the middle of the summer, of one elongated session, all of which 
would have required substantial faculty input and approval. We 
thought it best really to bite the bullet to face the problem that 
really confronted us and that is that we have been loosing between 
$750-850,000 a year on summer school. It has to be remembered 
that the summer school budget comes out of the next fiscal year, 
so even though it begins in June we don't really pay for it until 
we get to the fiscal year which begins July l, and that is already 
a tight year which would have been further complicated by letting 
the tuition charges stand as they were. So we had very little, or 
very few, options in that matter at all. 
I would be glad to respond to any questions about that 
particular item or somebody might ask about the salary question. 
Thanks to Bill Campbell, and seeing that some of you know him 
you might tell him we are very grateful for his extraordinary 
leadership in this matter. At the moment the ceiling applied on 
people over $40,000 a year has been at least not applied. There 
was a ceiling to be applied of, I think, $1500 on anybody who 
makes more than $40,000 a year. That has not yet been applied. 
The only person's salary whose increase has been eliminated in 
the budget is, probably appropriately, the President of the 
University. Bill Campbell has done a yeoman's service in 
fighting the battle for the University and I am very grateful to 







PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, quoted from an article in 
the Chronicle of Higher Education about a report produced by the American Council on Education 
in cooperation with the Center for Study of Higher Education at Penn State University on the 
general problem of where budget cuts should occur. PROFESSOR MOORE read as follows: 
Funds for atheletes should be the first to be cut when 
budget reductions are necessary according to a majority of 
college and university administrators surveyed in a national 
study. More than 3,000 were asked which funds should be cut 
first and which should be cut lastly if institutions had to 
reduce funding. The money for sports were picked by 61.4% of 
the administrators rated as least essential. The items most 
administrators rated as last that should be cut were funds for 
teaching, faculty salaries, financial aid to students, and 
funds for libraries. Other areas that should be among the 
first to be cut according to the administrators were clerical 
and other support staff and funds for support of research. 
After reading this excerpt Professor Moore asked President Holderman how he would 
"confront that problem say without substantial tuition increases". PRESIDENT HOLDERMAN responded 
as follows: 
We have confronted them of course, Ray, as you know, and 





for the operation of other departments of the University - $300,000 
of which went toward the 2.19% budget cutback that we are faced 
with in the fall. The $1 million was applied as one time operating 
costs for Dr. Borkowski, who I think, spent most of it. A quarter 
Budget 
Priorities 
of it went into the Library itself. So we, I think, would recognize 
that as a source. I don't think that it ought to be unevenly touched. 
However, the rest of the University also is yielding resources. 
I would say that the priorities that we have chosen to pick 
are those projects or funds within the University, including, the 
Athletic Department, that can be postponed and that's where we 
have attempted to move, while trying to do minimal damage to 
classroom instruction and the operation of the academic programs. 
As a matter of fact, you can look at specific colleges of the 
University framework, and you look at the last 2 1/2 years, and 
you see a 4.9% growth in the University budget including salary 
increases which because of the financial exigency of the State is 
very low. Fortunately, the previous two years we had substantial 
increases or we couldn't be in the position that we are today. But 
the fact is that some colleges went up substantially higher than 
4.9% because they were perceived to be higher priority programs 
with respect to the needs of the State and the partnership which 
we see with the State . Therefore, priorities have been set along 
that fashion. I think it is absolutely true that instructional 
programs and funds for research, which are pretty well protected 
here for the most part, are the highest priorities of the University. 
I am not sure when they say taking away athletic scholarships that 
that money would not be useable by us anyway. The money given for 
scholarships in support of the Athletic Department is earmarked 
and there would be great problems if we started taking Gamecock 
Club fund contributions. We can take revenues from television and 
game receipts which we have done when they have been in surplus, 
and I think that would reflect the priorities of the institution 
rather satisfactorily. It's a good question and I read the article. 
I also read the one on the University of Michigan this week. If 
you really want to feel badly read it or a speech that someone sent 
me yesterday that Ed Jennings, the new President of Ohio State, 
gave with respect to those two university budgets. It is a fact 
that the University of Michigan has been told by the State govern-
ment, as all the other State colleges in Michigan have, they will 
not get their quarterly payment from the State of Michigan and 
they will have to borrow or raise tuition which is now called 
interestingly enough ''revenue enhancement". Ohio State finds itself 
in a similar position facing over a biannual period $55 million 
in reductions. The problem with Ohio State is one that fortunately 
we don't have yet to worry about. The total budget of Ohio State 
is in excess of $600 million. They have less than $200 million of 
M-3 
State appropriations which is staggeringly low and it is really 
difficult to imagine the University finding itself in that posi-
tion. Those are figures that I looked at last summer. But this 
University has a budget of approximately $170 million, almost 
$100 million of which is State appropriations. And as Frank was 
observing to me yesterday, I think we have to take new looks at 
the use of the terms "soft" and "hard" monies and whether or not 
State money is "hard" money becomes a legitimate inquiry to be 
made. 
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL .STUDIES, asked President Holderman 
whether or not "the time is right for, or has any movement been made", to reaffi l i ate the Uni -
versity with the Atlantic Coast Confernece? 




I've heard the hew Athletic Director being asked that question 
on several occasions where I have been present and his response I 
think is a good one. We are now a very attractive University to 
those conferences that might like to consider us for membership. 
You mentioned the NCC or the ACC. He is not inclined to campaign 
for membership. We have indidcated particularly to the South-
eastern Conference that we would be willing to consider talking 
with somebody about the possibility. They are looking very hard 









12 teams where they used to be rather than the current 10. If 
that happens we would be in a very good position to be a member of 
the Eastern Division of the Southeastern Conference should they 
move in that direction. This is a mixed bag and I think that 
Bob Marcum's position is, and I would certainly support it, that 
we ought to go cautionsly at it. It is a costly proposition to us. 
It may very well be that increased travel costs in the future will 
necessitate the formation of new conferences where they are more 
closely situated geographically and we ought not to rush headlong 
into anything at this point. 
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUD I ES, asked President Holderman 
for his "general impression" of "how the Medical School was doing these days particularly in 
terms of negotiations with the Richland County Medical Association and also the Hospital over 
there" . 
PRESIDENT HOLDERMAN responded as follows: 
We are at a critical point with several affiliations of the 
Medical School . One is the University affiliation with the Con-
sortium on Medical Education Delivery currently operating out of 
Charleston essentially. We will probably hopefully resolve all 
our problems there in the next few months and move toward full 
membership in the Consortium. With respect to Richland Memorial, 
it is not surprising, I think, that there are problems that 
exist between an established hospital and an established medical 
corrmunity and a new medical school. But while those problems 
exist, compared to what happened in some communities where new 
medical schools have been created, they have been relatively 
minimal . There have been problems but they have not been inordinate. 
I think they are what you might expect. We are negotiating. We 
will continue to negotiate the affiliation agreement with Rich-
land Memorial which does not run out until 1984. So we have a 
year and half to conclude those negotiations and I believe that 
I would be astonished if we did not achieve a mutually agreeable 
pact for affiliation with Richland Memorial Hospital. There are 
all kinds of stories about: that we plan to build a new hospital; 
or that we plan to assume control of Richland Memorial and operate 
it; or that we even have within our scheme of ambitions taking over 
the Medical University in Charleston. There are no plans on the 
part of the University to subsume ownership of Richland, to subsume 















I think the relationships from time to time are strained but 
we are still working very closely with Richland. I think Jim 
Ebersole could tell you that the Family Practice relationship 
out there is good and working and will continue to be. 
PROFESSOR DANIEL SABIA, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, asked a question of the 
President about a recent newspaper article concerning starting a new institute at the University. 
The President referred the question to Provost Borkowski. 
DR. BORKOWSKI responded as follows: 
The new Institute is predicated on the base that there 
would be no new start-up funds required for it at all. We 
have gone consistently on record with the Board of Trustees 
and with the Commission for Higher Education stating that 
there would be no shift of funds from any other unit of the 
University for the new Institute. How does one get it 
started? There are some costs involved, costs of utilities, 
office space, etc. But, indeed, the possibility of the 
Institute assisting State agencies in realizing substantial 
savings is very r.eal, especially in the area of hardware 
procurement. The General Services Division, the Technical 
College System, other State agencies , all have gone on record 
as saying they would like very much for the Institute to be 
established here and they would set aside funds to utilize 
the Institute's expertise to assist them in procurement in 
the whole new are of office technology, so as to enhance this 
rapidly developing state of the art. So it is hoped that they 
would be supported from these other agencies and private 
sources of support . But I want to simply assure everyone 
that there will be no transfer of funds, no funds allocated 
from the University budget for the new Institute. That 
will simply have to start and survive on its own, and, 
indeed, if in a few years it is not successful, then we 
will simply have to look at it as we do every other depart-
ment and unit within the University. 
PROFESSOR BENJAMIN FRANKLIN, ENGLISH, inquired of President Holderman as to whether 
or not there was any possibility that the State's reserve fund could be used to alleviate any 
of the financial problems. President Holderman responded as follows: 
think that based on my conversation with some people 
today, Ben, there is some recognition that we are so close 
to the end of this fiscal year that there is no way that 
they can meet a $20 million shortfall by freezing anything 
because virtually everything has been spent except salaries 
which we must honor. I do believe there will be some 
attention to using the Fund which to this point has been 
more worshipped than useful in its establishment. The 
problem with it is that it must be immediately replenished 
in the next fiscal year. That is the way it is designed in 
the statute in the Constitutional provision that created it. 
It will be tough next year but it will certainly ease some 
of the pain this year . I do think there is more of a willing-
ness to touch it now than there was, for example, 6 months 
ago, which I find encouraging. We certainly have recommended 
it enough. 
Continuing under Reports of Officers, the CHAIR recognized Senior Vice President for 





In regard to these programs like the Institute, the 
Commiss i on now is reviewing, and will be reviewing, two 
programs: one in Computer Science and one in Health. 
I think it is very very important that we understand that 
the programs under review and 0ther programs that indeed 
may be in the offing will go through the regular cycle 
within the institution and go to the Commission and may 
be approved by the Commission. This does not mean 
























Implementation of the programs will depend on the financial 
health of the institution at that time . But I do feel 
strongly that if we do not keep ideas generated within the 
University, if we are not responsive to statewide needs, if 
we are not responsive to the aspirations of the faculty, 
the University stands ' a good risk of simply atrophying and 
I think that would be to the great detriment of everyone here. 
Consequently, with great care, new programs need to be con-
sidered, courses need to be looked at, and what is done if 
they are approved rests indeed where the institution stands 
at that time in terms of total resources. As all of you 
know it takes a long time to gain approval for any new degree 
in this State and that's appropriate. So rather than simply 
push off the opportunities and have faculty in departments 
frustrated at the inability to develop these areas it seems 
wise to me to at least proceed and then after the approval 
reassess the financial situation to determine whether it 
indeed is appropriate to move on a program. 
On another matter, regarding senior grades, the Senate 
resolution of last meeting, the Administration will of course 
do everything that it possibly can to accommodate that resolu-
tion. It will not be feasible to do so, as you can well under-
stand, for this Commencement, but we will make every effort 
to accommodate that as soon as it is possible. 
In regard to Dr. Becker's comments regarding the statistics 
on tenure and promotion cases and his pointing out the inability 
to be able to perceive who did what at what level, we have a 
little proglem here . The Administration finds itself in the 
middle between the University Faculty as a full entity and 
the Faculty Senate. There is the issue of confidentiality on 
the decision made at the various levels. That area of tenure 
and promotions and confidentiality was approved by the Faculty 
as a whole. We will certainly make every effort to provide, and 
there is no intent on our part to be secretive about this, 
information except that we are under the obligation of approved 
University policy recommended by the University Faculty to keep 
certain decisions in this process confidential. You all deter-
mined that. We are implementing that. So if there is to be some 
change in that regulation then I think it needs to be brought 
up to the University Faculty as a whole. We will certainly make 
every effort to make the information as intelligible and as 
understandable as possible within the constraints of the con-
fidentiality of this policy. Finally, one other thing I wanted 
to share with you in regard to the budget: prior to the Board's 
action I did have a very productive review of the University 
budget for next year including the actions that the President 
has addressed, with the Faculty Steering Committee. That 
Committee made a number of points regarding the impact of 
certain courses of action and I shared with the Executive 
Committee of the Board of Trustees and the President the comments 
of the Faculty Steering Committee. As the budget process 
continues if we find we must alter the course of action outlined 
by the President, the Faculty Steering Committee will be called 
upon. 
III. Reports of Committees. 
The CHAIR recognized Professor Rood, Department of Government and International Studies, 
who requested suspension of the order of business to permit the Faculty Welfare Committee 
to present a report to the Senate regarding a matter brought to the Senate's attention 
at the previous meeting, namely, complaints by Clemson University faculty with respect 
to an annuity program also being made available to this University Faculty. The CHAIR 
requested the Senate to support Professor Rood ' s request for suspension of the normar-
order of committee reports and observing no objections, the CHAIR recognized Professor 
















A. Faculty Welfare Committee, Professor Robert Rood, Chairman: 
PROFESSOR ROOD reported as follows: 
The Faculty Welfare Committee has made a preliminary investi-
gation of the item referred to the Committee at the last Senate 
meeting regarding complaints at Clemson University involving 
Coastal Plains Tax Shelter programs. Several Clemson faculty 
and staff members complained to the South Carolina State Insurance 
Commission. Specifically, these individuals claimed that these 
tax shelter programs had been misrepresented to them by the 
salesmen for the company. The Commission found that their 
complaints had merit. The Commission then used its good offices 
to work out a settlement for those Clemson employees. We under-
stand that the settlements provided those individuals were returns 
of 100% of their investment to those persons who were effected. 
Only those persons who could demonstrate misrepresentation in 
affidavits to the Commission were entitled to the settlement. 
This is preliminary. We will continue to investigate the matter 
and we suggest that anyone who has any kind of tax shelter program 
should review the terms of that program to ensure that what they 
purchased is what they thought they were purchasing. 
A couple of other items of information: (1) a bill has passed 
both Houses of the Legislature that will make a contribution to 
the State Retirement System the equivalent of a tax shelter annuity 
as of July l. (2) Beginning July 1 the South Carolina Retirement 
System will pay 6% instead of 4%. (3) With regard to our liability 
insurance report, we presented a draft to the Legal Affairs Office 
and they sent to us suggestions for a revised version and we now 
have a several page memo of inquiry for them. We are proceeding 
with that. 
PROFESSOR CARMEL INGEBRETSON, SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, asked Professor Rood to elaborate 
on the nature of the misrepresentations in which this company was involved. PROFESSOR ROOD 
responded: 
One misrepresentation of which I am directly aware is that 
individuals were informed that their investments were to be 
returned immediately if they terminate the program. The 
policy did not say that - percentages over a period of years. 
Those individuals that were sold annuities were able to present 
sworn affidavits to the Commission testifying that they had 
in fact been told that they would get 100% back if they wished 
to withdraw their money. This was in violation of the actual 
terms of the policy. I don't want to go too far from my prepared 
text. 
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, inquired as to whether or 
not the salesmen involved in these particular cases were still active with this 
company and whether or not they were involved in sales on this campus of the University. 
PROFESSOR ROOD responded "my response is that this specifically involved the salesman 
from the Clemson campus who is not the same salesman that is on the Columbia campus". 
PROFESSOR MOORE asked Professor Rood if he would advise the faculty to "beware and examine the 
contracts with excruciating detail" and PROFESSOR ROOD responded "I would say that people who 
have bought annuities or what they thought were annuities either with that company or with 
other companies should examine with excruciating detail what they have in fact purchased". 
The CHAIR ruled the Senate at this time would revert to its regular established order 
of business . 
B. Faculty Senate Steering Committee. 
The CHAIR addressed the Senate as follows: 
The next item of business will be a report for the Senate 
Steering Committee. This wil ·1 be divided into two parts. I 
will make a short statement as Chairman of the Steering 
Committee and then Professor Gardner will complete the 
report by announcing the results of the recent elections to 







is the ambiguity as to the nature of a majority which 
was established and mandated by the Senate's By-laws. 
There are two kinds of elections for committee seats: 
one involving a single vacancy in which it seems fairly 
logical that a majority equals one-half plus one of the 
total votes cast for all candidates for this vacancy; 
and one involving vacancies for two positions, in which 
case the rule of one-half plus one of the total votes 
cast for all candidates for the two positions does not 
seem a logical majority. The Senate Steering Committee 
decided on March 29, 1982 to determine winners of races 
according to the following formula: the basis for computing 
a majority will be the total number of actual votes cast 
for candidates for vacancies on a given committee; in a 
single vacancy race, one-half plus one of the total will 
constitute a majority; where there are two vacancies, the 
committee decided that since the Faculty Manual, Senate 
B -laws, Article V assumes that voters will vote as man 
times as there are vacancies where there are two vacancies 
creatin theoreticall twice the total of votes as for a 
sin le vacanc race , t at the total should be divided 
in half half re resentin each vacanc and that one-half 
plus one of each half i .e. or one-quarter plus one of the 
total number of actual votes cast for all candidates for 
the two vacancies ) will constitute a majority . Because of 
the importance of the Steering Committee's decision in deciding 
the present election, I want to convey it to the Senate, and I 
wi 11 now recognize the Secretary. 
The SECRETARY announced to the Senate the following election results: 
Athletic Advisory Committee 
Professor David Cowart, Department of English 
Professor Brian Fry, Department of Government and International Studies 
University Committee on Curricula and Courses 
Professor Scott Goode, Department of Chemistry 
Professor John Spurrier, Department of Mathematics and Statistics 
Faculty Advisory Committee 
Professor Ted Cole, Department of Biology 
Professor James Hardin, Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures 
Faculty Welfare Committee 
Professor Robert Bly, Department of Chemistry 
Professor Natalie Hevenner, Department of Government and International Studies 
Grievance Committee 
Professor Peter Becker, Department of History 
Professo r Steve Blair, College of Health 
Honorary Degrees Committee 
Profes sor Cynthia Colbert, Department of Art 
Professor Hal French, Department of Religious Studies 
Student Affairs Committee 
Professor Jon Thames, Law School 
Professor Charles Tucker, Department of Sociology 
Admissions Committee 
Professor Whitfield Ayres, Department of Government and International Studies 
Student-Faculty Relations Committee 



























The SECRETARY informed the Senate that it will be necessary to have a run-off 
election for the Faculty House Board of Governors to elect on of the following two 
faculty, neither of whom obtained a majority in the previous ballot: Professor 
Opal Brown, College of Nursing and Professor Patrick Scott of the Department of 
English. 
PROFESSOR TREVOR HOWARD-HILL, DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH, inquired of the Secretary as to 
the election results for the Scholastic Standards and Petitions Committee. The SECRETARY 
responded that those seats were declared elected at the conclusion of the last Senate meeting 
and that he would announce those results at the end of this meeting. 
PROFESSOR ELDON WEDLOCK, LAW SCHOOL, moved that the Faculty Senate endorse the 
Steering Committee's interpretation for the determination of majority for committee 
elections. The motion was adopted. 
C. Grade Change Committee, Professor Keith D. Berkeley, Chainnan: 
The report was adopted as submitted. 
D. Committee on Curricula and Courses, Professor John L. Safko, Chairman: 
The report was adopted as submitted, with editorial corrections. 
E. Scholastic Standards and Petitions Committee, Professor Trevor Howard-Hill, 
Chairman: 
PROFESSOR TREVOR HOWARD-HILL presented for the information of the Senate the College 
of Business Administration revised admission requirements. The CHAIR reminded the 
Senate of the precedent established by the Faculty Senate in December of 1976 "which 
in matters such as this pertaining to items voted on by a collegiate faculty and 
this kind of policy, this document is submitted to the Senate for its information 
and question". The CHAIR explained that the Senate had the right only to disapprove such a 
report and otherwise---rt"""Was accepted as a matter of information. 
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, sought a response from a 
Senator of the College of Business Administration to "tell us what the general rationale is 
behind all this ... it appears to be an attempt to increase the requirements and to upgrade 
the standards . . . ". PROFESSOR MOORE also raised the question as to whether or not the 
College of Business Administration might be "undercutting their clientele rather than servicing 
it" . PROFESSOR JIM HILTON, ASSOCIATE DEAN, COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, responded that 
"this is simply what right now is a short run financial problem". PROFESSOR MOORE questioned 
as to whether or not the College of Business Administration was trying to reduce its enrollments 
and Dean Hilton answered in the affinnative. PROFESSOR OLIVER WOOD, COLLEGE OF BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATION, added that "we are also trying to raise the quality . 
PROFESSOR HOWARD-HILL then introduced his committee's motion with respect to attend-
ance. PROFESSOR .HOWARD-HILL explained his committee's intent was to ''encourage i f 
not force the Senate to come to a resolution about this matter" and he explained 
that "at a later stage" his committee will consider the question of an option for 
differing college attendance policies and what ways colleges may amend the University 
policy. The CHAIR urged the Senate to give at least one of the committee's five alternative 
proposals "serious consideration" and spoke of the great deal of effort which had been made 
by the committee to develop a policy which "will reflect the sense of this body". Therefore, 
PROFESSOR HOWARD-HILL moved the following to replace the whole of the existing University 
attendance policy on pages Ul6-Ul7 of the Bulletin: 
Enrollment in a course obligates the student not only 
for prompt completion of all work assigned but also for 
punctual and regular attendance and for participation 
in whatever class discussion may occur. It is the student's 
responsibility to keep infonned concerning all assignments 
made. Absences whether excused or unexcused do not absolve 
him for this responsibility. 
Absence from more than 10% of the scheduled class 
sessions whether excused or unexcused is excessive and 












PROFESSOR ELDON WEDLOCK, LAW SCHOOL, made a motion to amend the wording of alter-
native policy (a); the motion was seconded but was defeated. 
PROFESSOR WILLIAM ECCLES, COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING, urged the Senate to vote for 
alternative policy (a) because he viewed it as the least restrictive policy on the faculty. 
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, argued that the "10% cut rule 
is a lot more restrictive than we already have" and argued instead in favor of alternative 
policy (e). PROFESSOR CHARLES TUCKER, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY, inquired as to whether or not 
the adoption of this policy would mean the instructor had the option to use this attendance 
policy or to develop one which would be more restrictive. PROFESSOR HOWARD-HILL responded 
that he could not profess to have the expertise to give a definitive answer to that questior, 
but that it seemed to him that individual faculty members do have their own attendance 
policies and that this is one of the reasons for proposing a more coherent University policy 
which could be observed by the faculty. 
PROFESSOR ROBERT ROOD, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, spoke against the motion 
for the 10% policy on the basis that it represented "far too strict standards". He added that 
"I believe some attention needs to be raised on all of these to differentiate between excused 
and unexcused cuts". PROFESSOR DAN SABIA, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, also spoke 
against this motion. He argued that the first four options all have "punitive intent ... 
because they all require or permit teachers to penalize the students for failure to attend 
class". He also objected to the first four options because "they all fail to distinguish 
between excused or unexcused absences". PROFESSOR SABIA spoke of the duty of faculty "to 
motivate students to attend class" and to "teach well those students who are in fact motivated 
to come to class". PROFESSOR SABIA concluded that "our duty is to act as faculty of higher 
education and not lower education and that we should treat our students not as children but 
as adults and we should behave ourselves not as truant officers but as teachers". PROFESSOR 
NANCY LANE, DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES AND LITERATURES, spoke in appreciation of the 
remarks of Professor Sabia and added another supposition behind the importance of class 
attendance, namely, that some classroom learning depends upon the participation of all the 
students and the students may learn as much from other students as indeed from the professor. 
PROFESSOR ROSAMOND SPRAGUE, DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY, stated her concurrence with Professor 
Lane. PROFESSOR HARD BRIGGS, DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES AND LITERATURES, spoke in 
support of the previous two statements and argued that "as soon as we say transfer of 
information is all that counts then it is time for us to mail lectures and need no classes 
at all ... you would not need to appear live at all". 
PROFESSOR JOAN TAYLOR, USC-BEAUFORT, spoke in support of alternative policy (a) and 
argued that "policy (a) states clearly and strongly for students the importance of attendance 
. . . it leaves me the freedom not to impose the penalty for those students who are able to 
do creative work and efficient work without having to attend ... ". PROFESSOR PATRICK SCOTT, 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH, spoke in support of alternative policy (c). PROFESSORS DAN SABIA, 
GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, ELDON WEDLOCK, LAW SCHOOL, and RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT 
AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, made responses to statements previously made in this debate. 
PROFESSOR NANCY LANE , DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES moved the question. The Senate voted 
in favor of terminating debate. The Senate then voted in favor of the following motion: 
Enrollment in a course obligates the student not only 
for prompt completion of all work assigned but also for 
punctual and regular attendance and for participation in 
whatever class discussion may occur. It is the student ' s 
responsibility to keep informed concerning all assignments 
made . Absences whether excused or unexcused do not absolve 
him from this responsibility. 
Absence from more than 10% of the scheduled class 
sessions whether excused or unexcused is excessive and 
the instructor may choose to exact a grade penalty for 
such absences . 
F. Faculty House Board of Governors, Professor Ed Mercer, Chairman ; 
PROFESSOR MERCER informed the Senate about the results of the questionnaire 
distributed to Faculty House members, as follows: 
First of all, there were 900 surveys mailed out. Of 
those 275 were returned. Of those who made negative remarks 
concerning the service, there were approximately 100. We 
are talking of approximately 11 % of the membership of the 
Faculty Club represented in the negative response. Of those 
the number one choice for not frequenting the club most often 
turned out to be "I just don't eat lunch". "I am overweight . " 
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"I brown bag." That was their number one choice. How-
ever, to get a better picture we took the number l, those 
which expressed this reason for not more frequent use, we 
added those who said their no. l, no. 2, and no. 3 choice 
was one of the others. When we did that the no. l reason 
was cost. This was mentioned as the first, second and 
third choice by some 63 respondents. However, and this 
has not been sorted out, some of these made a point to 
say that this comment was directed towards the cost of 
the upstairs dining. The second most important reason for 
"no more frequent use of Faculty Club" was time and those 
two combined far outweighed, more than doubled, those of 
any other reason. Therefore, I think the Board has taken 
steps to address these two main complaints . . There was a 
third comment in addition to time and cost. The third 
one came out in the free expression corrrnent . This was an 
objection to the formality that has been introduced into 
the downstairs dining area. 
We rely on our Manager and Mel Barrington who is in 
food service and is the operator of our Hotel Restaurant 
Program here. We must rely very heavily on their advice. 
We feel that the cost factor is one where people will say it 
is too costly compared to McDonald's or Wendy's. We have 
a restricted membership and cannot beat Wendy's or McDonald's. 
I don't think the Restoration Committee would allow us to put 
golden arches on the Horseshoe. In terms of the seating 
service, we have taken some steps toward improving the speed 
with which people are served and at the same time the formal-
ity that is objectionable to some members. We have gone to a 
"seat yourself" policy which enables a faculty member who 
comes in to join other faculty members who may wish to or 
who are already seated. This helps with the speed of service 
and as well with the formality. A second step addressing the 
formality is the plan to generate a conference table - a large 
table for faculty members who wish to get into a long table 
discussion. We are having a table prepared for this and those 
who wish to join the table for a general discussion or congen-
iality may do so at the single large table . That table will be 
available within a few weeks. We have asked the Manager to 
look into other possible ways of speeding service. That I 
would say summarizes pretty much the results of the survey. 
PROFESSOR CARMEL INGEBRETSON, SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, inquired as to the financial status 
of the Faculty House since the changes initiated earlier this year. PROFESSOR MERCER responded 
as follows: 
The reason for the change in service, and to some extent 
the change in style, was a result from the change of Manager. 
For 5 years the Faculty Club has in their best year managed 
to loose only $10,000. That was their best year. Their mini-
mum loss was $10,000. Over the past 5 years there have been 
various ways in which that deficit was covered. After listen-
ing to the President it is obvious that that kind of bailing 
out is not going to be available to the Faculty Club or for very 
few others in the foreseeable future. In order to have a 
Faculty Club the options we had were to broaden the base of 
membership or to close it because the source of funds to bail 
us out simply were not available . On a partial oepration for 
approximately 7 months since Bob Funderburk has taken over we 
are still running a small deficit. A sizeable portion of that 
small deficit has resulted from the necessary renovations to the 
kitchen facility in order to prepare and serve evening meals. The 
projections from the accountants are that the Club operations, 
for the first time since its creation, should be in the black 
for the year January to January of this year. So the answer is 
financially the Club's prospects look very br ight. 
PROFESSOR HAL FRENCH, DEPARTMENT OF RELIGIOUS STUDIES, expressed his appreciation 
for the Board of Governors' survey of the Faculty and stated his appreciation for the steps 














without valet parking and some of the frills that I don't think are necessary to operate the 
Faculty House". PROFESSOR FRENCH also spoke in opposition to any Club regulations which 
would restrict guests which can be brought to the Club by members. PROFESSOR FRENCH added 
that he was not proposing that students be eligible for membership but that "I would like 
the privilege of inviting whomever I choose as my guest including students". PROFESSOR JOHN 
GARDNER, COLLEGE OF GENERAL STUDIES, expressed his appreciation to Professor Mercer and the 
Faculty House Board of Governors for the difficult task they have had and for the job they 
have done to provide a "first-rate club" with very reasonable prices. PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, 
GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDlES, spoke to reinforce the previous comments of Professor 
Gardner and commended the Faculty House Particularly for the upstairs evening meal service 
which Professor Moore described as "a steal and the meal is damn good ... it is a little 
classy - some of us don't mind having a little class ... ". PROFESSOR ELDON WEDLOCK, LAW 
SCHOOL, spoke in support of Professor French's previous concern that the guest privileges be 
expanded and indicated that he would be willing to join the Faculty Club if the current 
restrictions on quest privielges were repealed. PROFESSOR MERCER responded that the Board 
would take this matter into consideration. PROFESSOR MERCER also informed the Senate that 
the current membership consists of 120 associate members, 19 corporate members, 630 faculty 
and staff members, and approximately 130 rPtired members. He added that even though approx-
imately 80% of the members are faculty and staff, approximatel y 60% of the Club's income is 
from other oroups. 
IV. New Business. 
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, requested the Faculty 
Advisory Committee to report to the Senate on the general rate of progress of 
athletes towards obtaining degrees within a normal period of five years. PROFESSOR 
MOORE also informed the Senate that at its next meeting he intended to introduce a 
resolution that "it is the sense of the Senate that the University should explore 
at its earliest convenience its reaffiliation of the University of South Carolina 
with the Atlantic Coast Conferece". The CHAIR ruled that Professor Moore's request 
fell under the purview of the Athletic Advisory Committee and Professor Moore 
found this quite acceptable. There was discussion as to whether or not a motion 
from the Senate was necessary to refer this matter to the committee and the CHAIR 
ruled that he would refer the matter to the committee. 
V. Good of the Order. 
PROFESSOR ROSAMOND SPRAGUE, DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY, suggested that the University 
make available to individual departments preprinted postcards to be mailed at a cost of 13¢ 
each, so as to make a contribution towards alleviating the University's current financial 
difficulties. PROFESSOR BEN GIMARC, DEPARTMENT OF CHEMISTRY, stated that his department 
already has postcards to do just that. 
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, spoke in reference to 
remarks made at the March Senate meeting by Professor Carol Flake-Hobson of the College of 
Education "about her concern about female representation on the elected faculty committees". 
PROFESSOR MOORE informed the Senate that the implication to him of Professor Flake-Hobson's 
remarks seem to be that she was arguing "that there should be a quota system" . PROFESSOR 
MOORE suggested that instead "the basis of the judgment should be whether or not we have 
qualified people serving on committees not whether or not they are black, white or women in 
this particular case" . 
VI. Announcements. 
The SECRETARY announced that the spring General Faculty meeting will be held on 
Tuesday , May 4th at 3 p .m. in Gambre 11 Ha 11 Audi tori um. The SECRETARY al so responded to 
Professor Howard-Hill's earlier request as to whom had been elected to the University 
Committee on Scholastic Standards and Petitions and those elected were specifically 
Professors Bruce Dunlap of the Department of Chemistry and Suzanne Stroman of the College 
General Studies. 
PROFESSOR REGINALD BRASINGTON, COLLEGE OF GENERAL STUDIES, questioned whether or not 
Gambrell Hall Auditorium whould be large enough to accommodate the General FAculty meeting 
and would not the Law School Auditorium be preferable? The CHAIR observed that the last time 
the General Faculty met it did so in Gambrell Hall and that there was an ample supply of chair3 . 
PROFESSOR WILLIAM LAMPRECHT, SALKEHATCHIE CAMPUS, extended an invitation to the 
Senate to attend a barbeque and the USC - Georgia Southern baseball game at his campus. 
PROFESSOR ELDON WEDLOCK, LAW SCHOOL, informed the Senate this was his last Senate 
meeting "for at least a year . 
The Senate was adjourned at 4:58 p.m. 
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